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Abstract: Organizations grow and excel with knowledge sharing; on the other hand, knowledge
hiding is a negative behavior that impedes innovation, growth, problem solving, and timely correct
decision making in organizations. It becomes more critical in the case of teaching hospitals, where,
besides patient care, medical students are taught and trained. We assume that negative emotions
lead employees to hide explicit knowledge, and in the same vein, this study has attempted to explain
the hiding of explicit knowledge in the presence of relational conflicts, frustration, and irritability. We
collected data from 290 employees of a public sector healthcare organization on adopted scales to test
conjectured relationships among selected variables. Statistical treatments were applied to determine
the quality of the data and inferential statistics were used to test hypotheses. The findings reveal
that relationship conflicts positively affect knowledge hiding, and frustration partially mediates
the relationship between relationship conflicts and knowledge hiding. Irritability moderates the
relationship between relationship conflicts and frustration. The findings have both theoretical and
empirical implications. Theoretically, the study tests a novel combination of variables, and adds
details regarding the intensity of their relationships to the existing body of literature. Practically,
the study guides hospital administrators in managing knowledge hiding, and informs on how to
maintain it at the lowest possible level.
Keywords: relationship conflict; frustration; irritability; knowledge hiding; healthcare
1. Introduction
Knowledge is one of the core resources that enables organizations to grow and gain a
sustainable competitive advantage to ensure their survival and sustainability. In the past
few years, extensive investigations have been conducted within the fields of organizational
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behavior (OB) and human resource management (HRM) to determine why workers share
knowledge [1,2] or deliberately hide their knowledge [3,4]. These studies have additionally
examined numerous structural challenges and practices intended to foster knowledge
sharing behavior, and tried to find ways to promote knowledge sharing and also the
reasons behind knowledge hiding [5,6]. The study of knowledge in an organizational
context has deliberately focused on information sharing processes [3,7,8]. Despite these
efforts, the hiding of knowledge among employees continues to increase, and has become
pervasive [9]. Knowledge hiding behavior is characterized as the “intentional concealment
of knowledge requested by another individual” [3,10]. Besides predictors and arguing for
the effects of information sharing, research on knowledge hiding will aid organizations in
lessening deliberate hiding [11,12].
Hiding knowledge has a detrimental effect on the work. The reasons for hiding
knowledge have not been well explored. Knowledge hiding means the planned hiding or
withholding of knowledge once requested by another person [3,4]. This kind of behavior
has three related aspects and dimensions. Firstly, evasive hiding is identified as a condition
where “the hider provides incorrect information or misleading promise of a complete
answer in the future, even though there is no intention to provide this”, and secondly,
workers who feign naivety have no intention of helping, and hide their knowledge by
playacting and pretending they do not understand what the requester wants [10,13,14].
When hiding in a subtle manner, that is, rationalized hiding, workers clarify their inability
to provide the required knowledge either by saying that they are incapable of providing
the requested knowledge or by blaming others [3,10]. Numerous predictors have been
considered and examined by many approaches related to the functioning of knowledge
hiding, such as complex information and information-sharing climates, and the notion
of distrust [15,16]. Despite this, more work is needed on the antecedents that have not
been properly examined. As such, Shrivastava and Pazzaglia [17] have suggested future
analyses to spot the triggering events of knowledge hiding behavior. In the same way,
Bavik [18] suggested that it might be useful to research the antecedents of knowledge hiding.
Semerci [9] further suggested to examine the predicting role of relationship conflicts in
knowledge hiding.
There is little evidence on the mechanisms that lead towards knowledge hiding.
Škerlavaj and Connelly [19] focused on further research to recognize mediators to explain
the mechanism of knowledge hiding.
Furthermore, Huo and Cai [20] studied why individuals hide knowledge differently,
and how negative emotions affect knowledge hiding. Moreover, Semerci [9] suggested
looking at why people practice knowledge hiding, and the means and tactics by which
companies interfere with and limit the undesirable effects of hiding knowledge.
Serenko and Bontis [21] recommended researching personality type as a moderator
between two individuals in a team. Additionally, to fill up the research gap, as stated
above, we have further explore the references in [3], which delivered future research in-
structions to discover the dispositional moderators of knowledge hiding, such as trait
irritability. Issac and Baral [22] suggest that future scholars should dig deep regarding the
moderators that may affect the relationship between subsequent compensatory work be-
havior, emotional experience, and knowledge hiding. Further Škerlavaj and Connelly [19]
clarified the relation using Affective Event Theory to explain the mechanism of hiding
explicit knowledge.
Previous studies have sought to develop a research model that integrates motiva-
tional characteristics [16,23], the big five personality types [12], and leadership styles that
influence knowledge hiding [24]. We assume that one of the major causes of knowledge
hiding is relationship conflict, which creates aggressiveness in the personality and eventu-
ally leads to knowledge hiding. We also assume that frustration bridges the relationship
between relational conflicts and knowledge hiding. Our model also contains irritability
as a moderator between relationship conflict and frustration. This model is unique in its
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combination, and the results of testing this model offer valuable additions to the existing
body of literature.
Furthermore, we present a summary of the recent literature to further highlight the
novelty of the present study (Table 1).
Table 1. Summary of relevant literature.
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Table 1. Cont.
Author(s) Title Variables Purpose and Hypotheses Findings
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Table 1. Cont.
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the lack of tolerance of
mistakes.
In summary, there is greemment in the literature about the adverse effects of knowl-
edge hiding on organizational competitiveness and overall organizational effectiveness.
Extenstive studies have been carried out to explain the causes and consequences of knowl-
edge hiding, of which some have been presented in the literature review section and Table 1.
Khowledge hiding is the consequence of individual-level, team-level and organizational-
level factors. Researchers agree that negative emotions cause employees to incline to-
wards knowledge hiding. Ethical leadership, social capital, distrust, workplace incivility,
workplace ostracism, openness to learning, employee cynicism, conflict, social exchange,
neuroticism, job insecurity, and history of reciprocity have been identified as some of the
causes of knowldeg hiding. Conflict has been idenfided as a potential factor in knowledge
hiding; however, this factor has not been investigated in hospital settings and in the context
of underdeveloped countries. The contexts wherein such studies have been carried out are
different from the context at hand in terms of resources, culture, preferences, structures,
and behavior, and the findings of such studies may not be generalized to this context. Apart
from this, our study model contains frustration as a mediating variable and irritability as
a moderating variable to explain knowledge hiding, which is a novel finding to the best
of our knowledge. Thus the context and organization in which we tested the model are
well-justified, and have theortical and practical significance.
2. Theoretical Framework and Hypotheses
Affective Event Theory (AET) [36] has been used to provide a theoretical basis for
this study. This theory explains that there are positive and negative occurrences in the
workplace that can affect the emotions of employees, and consequently employees behave
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accordingly. Hence, if AET is paralleled to other theories that try to forecast and describe
behaviors in the workplace, then the above-mentioned theory emphasizes the role played
by particular events in the workplace (disturbances or enrichments, or both), along with
their effects (either positive or negative impacts) on the behavioral responses to both events
and emotions in work settings [36,37].
As cited in different research papers where AET is used, the basics of this theory are
supported empirically in various studies [38,39], and so this study also employs AET for
explaining knowledge hiding behavior. Specifically, we argue that relationship conflict,
which explains the incompatibilities among team members and is expanded to social ten-
sions, frictions, and relationship conflicts (event), has direct effects on the employees’ ways
of behaving. In the same way it is possible to persuade team members to reposnd with
frustration (emotional reaction) to negative events in the workplace, which subsequently
provokes team members’ knowledge hiding behaviors (behavioral reaction). The signifi-
cance of these links or correlations depends on facets of the team members’ personality or
disposition [40], and in our case it depends highly on irritability. By definition, individuals
with high irritability are likely to show aggressive behaviors very often [41]. Irritability
is defined as a lowered threshold for experiencing anger, which can lead to aggression
and impairment [42–44]. The significant role of irritability in the link between offense
and practical offensiveness (personality trait) strengthens the relationship between the
conflict (event) and frustrations (emotional reaction), which leads to knowledge hiding
(behavioral outcome) [45]. Irritability (personality trait), as a moderator on the first path, is
more appropriate givent that, whenever there is relationship conflict, the highly irritable
person tends to be more frustrated, and the more they become frustrated, the more they
are inclined towards knowledge hiding.
2.1. Definition of Variables
2.1.1. Relationship Conflict
The concept explains the interpersonal incompatibilities among team members, which
typically includes tensions and annoyance among members within a group [46].
2.1.2. Frustration
Feeling upset or annoyed as a result of being unable to change or achieve something.
It is an emotional response to negative work events [47].
2.1.3. Irritability
Current definitions of irritability include proneness to anger, increased sensitivity to
provocation, and increased likelihood of behavioral outbursts that may or may not include
aggressive behaviors [43,48].
2.1.4. Knowledge Hiding
Knowledge hiding refers to planned hiding or withholding explicit knowledge once
requested by another person [49].
2.2. Hypotheses
Conflict is a typical situation in organizations, and it is by all accounts going to turn out
to be increasingly serious later on [9]. Conflict shapes proficient practices, social influences,
and some other deliberate practices. Relationship conflict is identified with relational stress,
erosions, and hatred [46,50]. Hence, the goal is to inspect, in the light of the conflict, the
predecessors of knowledge hiding practices.
The idea of relationship conflict clarifies the contrary qualities among peers, which
normally include enmity, strain, and irritation among team members, as cited in [51]. The
impact of relationships with negative feelings will create disagreements between colleagues,
interrupting obligations and tasks, and this may reduce the satisfaction of individuals
in a team [52,53], limiting group capacities and group practices, the communication of
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sentiments, and organizational commitment. Keeping in view these facts, we propose the
following hypotheses, which have also been shown schematically (Figure 1):
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Hypothesis 1 (H1). Employees will be more inclined towards knowledge hiding when they
experience relationship conflict.
Hypothesis 2 (H2). Employees will feel frustrated when they face relationship conflict.
Hypothesis 3 (H3). Employees having frustration will be inclined towards knowledge hiding.
Hypothesis 4 (H4). Frustration will play a mediating role between relationship conflicts and
knowledge hiding.
Hypothesis 5 (H5). The relationship between relational conflicts an frustration will be positively
moderated by irritability.
3. Methods
The study is quantitative and explanatory in nature. A survey design has been
used to collect d a. Data were collected from a public s ctor hosp tal with more than
three thousand employees. Questionnaires were a ministered to 500 andomly select d
employees and 290 questionna res w re i cluded for nalysis, which was complete in all
ects. A simple random sampling technique was used to e sure sampl representati .
Th s we obtained a combined list of doctors, nurses, and paramedics at the hos ital as a
sample frame that consisted of 1830 employees. A sample of 500 subjects was randomly
selected from the sample frame for the administration of survey questionnaires.
Approval for data collection was obtained from the medical superintendent of the
hospital, and informed consent was obtained from the respondents for participation in the
survey voluntarily. Approval was also obtained from the Ethical Review Committee of
Lahore Leads University.
A time-lagged design was followed with questionnaires distributed within the three
sections, as indicated by the three time-lags, and data were gathered in a similar manner. At
Time 1, data related to relationship conflict and the moderator (irritability) were extracted;
at Time 2, the underlying mechanism (frustration) was estimated from a similar respondent,
and outcome (Knowledge hiding) was determined at Time 3. All the constructs were self-
reported. The surveys each contained an ID to trace the same representative between
Time 2 and Time 3. The time interval date was additionally determined to evaluate the gap
in each delay appropriately; 500 surveys were distributed, out of which around 290 were
returned, comprising a response of about 58%.
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3.1. Measures
3.1.1. Knowledge Hiding
We evaluated knowledge hiding with 12 items [3]. To keep away from social allure
predispositions, we underscored that it is ordinary for members to differ in their reactions,
and that it is not generally conceivable or desirable for workers to share knowledge
transparently with colleagues. A 12-item questionnaire was used to quantify knowledge
hiding, utilizing a 5-point Likert scale, from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree.
3.1.2. Relationship Conflict
A slightly changed form of Jehn’s [46] four-item scale was utilized to evaluate rela-
tionship conflict. Workers were approached to give responses utilizing a 5-point Likert
scale from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree.
3.1.3. Frustration
This was measured utilizing a 9-item scale to measure the frustration. A 9-item scale
utilizing a 5-point Likert scale was adopted with a range from 1 = strongly disagree to
5 = strongly agree, from the study of O’Neill and McLarnon [50].
3.1.4. Irritability
This was measured by utilizing a 30-point scale, of which 10 items were controlled
items. A 30-item questionnaire utilizing a 5-point Likert scale was adopted with the range




Our data have a considerable representation of both genders. The respondents were
aged between 18 and 59 years, while the lengths of their experience ranged from 1 to
40 years. In total, 43% doctors, 44% nurses and 13% other staff members (paramedics) filled
our questionnaires with an acceptable level of accuracy (Table 2). As far as group analysis
is concerned, it is evident that respondents from all the three groups (doctors, nurses, and
paramedics) do have knowledge hiding inclinations, as the mean value of each group is
higher than 2.75. Knowledge hiding behavior is slightly higher in doctors (2.86) followed
by nurses (M = 2.781), while the mean value of the paramedic’s group is 2.777 (Table 3).
However, there is no significant difference in knowledge hiding among these groups.
Table 2. Detail of respondents.
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Table 2. Cont.











Table 3. Descriptive statistics.
Designation N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation
Doctor
MeanKH 125 1.00 4.17 2.8601 0.77215
Valid N (listwise) 125
Nurse
MeanKH 128 1.00 4.67 2.7811 0.76170
Valid N (listwise) 128
Parmedics
MeanKH 37 1.00 4.50 2.7778 0.81902
Valid N (listwise) 37
4.2. Reliability Measures
Although we used previously tested instruments to collect responses, we verified
the reliability and validity of the scales owing to possible differences in the context and
respondents. Cronbach’s alpha established the reliability of the scales, as all the values
were greater than 0.70, ensuring that the items were consistent (Table 4).
Table 4. Reliability.
S. No. Variable Items Author Reliability Sample Item
1 Relationshipconflict 4 Jehn’s (1994) 0.77
There is friction between you and
the people you work with?
2 Frustration 9 Neil Harrington(2012) 0.84
I feel I am prevented from choosing
the way I carry out tasks.
3 Irritability 20 Caprar (1985) 0.90 I am often in a bad mood.
4 Knowledge hiding 12 Connelly et al.(2015) 0.88
1–Agreed to help him/her but
never really intended to.
2–Pretended that I did not know
the information.
4.3. Validity
We examined the convergent validity of the variables by estimating a four-factor
model with conformity factor analysis. The fit for this model was good. χ2 = 1688.6,
CFI = 0.85, NFI = 0.735, RMSEA = 0.50. The suggestion of convergent validity comes from
the strongly significant factor loadings for each of the items on their respective constructs
(p < 0.001) [54]. Although we used time-lagged and multiple data sources to measure the
different constructs, we also performed a series of confirmatory factor analyses to establish
discriminant validity, with a particular focus on the constructs that we gathered from the
same sources.
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4.4. Correlations
The correlation table shows how well constructs are associated with each other
(Table 5). This also explains the existence of autocorrelation in the data. The table in-
dicates the relative strength among all of the constructs of the current research. The results
reflect that the relationship between relationship conflict and frustration is positive and sig-
nificant, where r = 0.222 and p < 0.01, and relationship conflict is correlated with irritability
in such a way that r = 0.216 and p < 0.01. Similarly, relationship conflict and knowledge
hiding are correlated, where r = 0.255 and p < 0.01. Irritability and frustration are correlated,
as r = 0.533 and p < 0.01. Likewise, the correlation between frustration and knowledge
hiding is positive, with r = 0.374 and p < 0.01. Lastly, knowledge hiding and irritability are
positively and significantly correlated, as r = 0.374 and p is <0.01. The correlation between
irritability and depression is r = 0.533 (p < 0.01). Depression is associated positively with
hidden knowledge, with r = 0.374 (p < 0.01). The correlation between irritability and
knowledge hiding is positive and significant at r = 0.359 (p < 0.01). At the same time,
all the values of correlation coefficients are below 0.80, which rules out the possibility of
autocorrelation in the data.
Table 5. Means, standard deviations and correlations.
Variables Mean SD RC FRUS IRR KH
1 Mean RC 3.11 0.95 (0.77)
2 Mean FRUS 3.24 0.96 0.222 ** (0.84)
3 Mean IRR 2.63 0.71 0.216 ** 0.533 ** (0.90)
4 Mean KH 2.748 0.77 0.255 ** 0.374 ** 0.359 ** (0.88)
Note. N = 290; Cronbach alpha reliabilities are in parenthesis. * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01.
4.5. Hypothesis Testing
The analysis of the path coefficient shows that the data support all the hypotheses
(Table 6). H1, indicating the possibility of more knowledge hiding as a result of relationship
conflicts, is substantiated (β is 0.210, t is 4.48, p is 0.000). The relationship is significant at
p ≤ 0.05, as the t statistic (4.48), which is higher than the threshold value (1.645), indicates
the significance of outer loading, and provides sufficient evidence against the null hypothe-
sis. The path coefficient (0.210) shows the reasonable strength of the causal relationship
between relationship conflict and knowledge hiding. H2, assuming that relationship con-
flict creates frustration among employees, has been accepted (β is 0.217; t is 3.69, p < 0.01).
The p-value and t value confirm that the relationship is significant, and there is sufficient
evidence to reject the null hypothesis. Similarly, H3, claiming that frustrated employees are
more inclined towards knowledge hiding, is substantiated (β is 0.240, t is 5.27, p is <0.001).
Table 6. Path coefficients.
β S.E t p LLCI ULCI
RC→KH 0.210 0.0469 4.48 0.000 0.1180 0.3026
FRUS→KH 0.240 0.05 5.27 0.001 0.1506 0.3301
RC→FRUS 0.217 0.07 3.69 0.0003 0.1017 0.3328
Indirect Effect
β S.E LLCI ULCI
RC→FRUS→KH 0.1581 0.04 0.0678 0.2484
Normal Theory Test for Indirect Effect
Effect S.E Z p
0.05 0.017 2.99 0.0028
Note: n = 290; unstandardized regression coefficients are reported. Bootstrap sample size = 5000; LL = lower limit;
CI = confidence interval; UL = upper limit.
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In addition, H4, which declares the mediating effect of frustration on relationship con-
flict and knowledge hiding, is also accepted, and partial mediation is established. Besides
this, the indirect effects of relationship conflict resulting from frustration on knowledge hid-
ing are also verified, as evidenced by the formal two-tailed significance test (Sobel z = 2.99,
p < 0.05), and similarly the confidence interval bootstraps results at 95% for knowledge
hiding, with indirect effects that do not display zeros between the upper and lower limit
values (0.02, 0.09).
As indicated in H5, the relationship between relationship conflict and frustration is
moderated by irritability, thus making this relationship stronger for more irritable people
(Table 7). By using the PROCESS technique, results have been obtained that show the
significant interaction term (relationship conflict * irritability) (β = 0.233, ∆R2 = 0.3562,
p= 0.0006). Similarly, hypothesis 5 is accepted via the bootstrap with a CI of 95%, with
lower-limit and upper-limit values (0.15, 0.46) of non-zero. Additionally, at higher levels
of irritability, shown in the simple slope test (effect = 0.31, t = 4.03, p = 0.0001), the slope
is significant, indicating that the link between relationship conflict and frustration is
strengthened when the values are high (Figure 2).
Table 7. Moderation analysis.
Moderator: IRR to RC (IV) and to KH (DV)
β S.E t p
Constant 3.46 0.6450 5.3780 0.000
RC 0.1439 0.0524 2.7444 0.065
IRR 0.6634 0.0693 9.5793 0.000
RC × IRR 0.2331 0.0672 3.4718 0.006
Note: DV = knowledge hiding; IV = relationship conflict; moderator = irritability.
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from knowledge hiding, relationship conflicts in organizations result in performance dis-
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ings are consistent with the literature, as Venz and Nesher Shoshan [59] identified that 
employees would hide their knowledge when they experience interpersonal conflicts. In 
the same vein, data support hypothesis 2 and confirm that relational conflicts create frus-
tration, which is a counterproductive emotion. This finding is consistent with the litera-
ture [51,60–62]. Similarly, our findings substantiate employees’ knowledge hiding behav-
ior as a result of being frustrated, which verifies previous studies [63–65]. 
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5. Discussion
The data support all our hypotheses, and the hypothesized model has been empiri-
cally proven. The inferential statistical analysis established that employees tend to hide
knowledge when they experience conflicts in relations and feel frustrated. Frustration
mediates the relationship between relationship conflict and knowledge hiding. Irritability
moderates the relationship between relationship conflict and frustration. Our first hypoth-
esis appeared statistically significant, while the strength of the relationship was not that
strong (β = 0.210). There are many alternative explanations for the occurence of knowl-
edge hiding, but the role of relationship conflict cannot be ignored as a cause of hiding
explicit knowledge. Relationship conflict and knowledge hiding both occur in hospitals.
Apart from knowledge hiding, relationship conflicts in organizations result in performance
disruption, low productivity, low motivation, absenteeism, and turnovers [55–58]. The
findings are consistent with the literature, as Venz and Nesher Shoshan [59] identified
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that employees would hide their knowledge when they experience interpersonal conflicts.
In the same vein, data support hypothesis 2 and confirm that relational conflicts create
frustration, which is a counterproductive emotion. This finding is consistent with the
literature [51,60–62]. Similarly, our findings substantiate employees’ knowledge hiding
behavior as a result of being frustrated, which verifies previous studies [63–65].
Our findings establish the mediating role of frustration between relationship conflicts
and knowledge hiding. This partial mediation denotes that employees get frustrated due
to interpersonal conflicts within their organizations, and eventually hide their knowledge
as retaliation. The literature exhibits that negative affectivity, including frustration and
conflicts in the workplace, will discourage knowledge sharing [57,64]; however, the identi-
fication of frustration as a potential mediator is the novel addition of this research to the
existing body of literature. Irritability has been found to be a moderator of the relationship
between relationship conflicts and knowledge hiding. An increase in irritability strength-
ens the positive relationship between relationship conflicts and frustration. Uncovering
the moderating effect of irritability on the relationship between relationship conflict and
frustration is another seminal contribution of the study to the related body of knowledge.
6. Conclusions
In this era of technological advancement, the survival and growth of organizations
are contingent upon knowledge-based interventions, including creativity and innovations.
Knowledge donating and knowledge collecting explicitly influence innovation in organiza-
tions [66]. On the other hand, knowledge hiding is a negative behavior that may produce
destructive consequences for organizations. Keeping in view the explanation of Affective
Event Theory (AET), we structured a model showing that events such as organizational
conflicts create corresponding emotions, such as frustration and irritability, which lead
to behaviors such as knowledge hiding. Our data substantiate all the conjectured rela-
tionships by highlighting the existence of an alarming situation of knowledge hiding in
hospitals. Our findings establish that one of the responses of employees to interpersonal
conflicts, frustration, and irritability is knowledge hiding. Since any negative behavior in
hospitals can cost human lives, it is a matter of concern for hospital administrators that
knowledge hiding is more dangerous in hospitals. Most public sector hospitals are teaching
hospitals, where medical students are taught through knowledge sharing. Knowledge
hiding disastrously limits students’ learning processes, as well as from affecting patients’
healing processes. Thus hospital administrators can reduce the intensity and frequency
of knowledge hiding by improving and managing interpersonal relations and creating
a friendly and caring atmosphere within hospitals. This study tests a model in which
mediating and moderating relations are somehow novel in nature, and it is an addition
to the existing bank of literature. Since public sector tertiary hospitals are homogenous in
terms of their structure and functions, we can confidently generalize our results to other
public sector hospitals in the country. All the public sector hospitals fall under the ad-
ministrative domain of the provincial health department, and policies are formulated and
implemented in all the public sector hospitals uniformly. Employees are usually rotated
among different public sector hospitals. That is why homogeneity always exists among
public sector teaching hospitals.
6.1. Implications
Knowledge hiding is a behavior that an organization cannot afford for a longer period.
As such, it has implications for researchers and managers. In this connection, the study in
hand comes up with the following implications:
• Knowledge hiding does exist in hospitals and is partially caused by relationship conflicts,
frustration, and irritability. Knowledge hiding becomes dangerous in hospitals when
such behavior affects human lives, and it becomes more dangerous when the hospital is
affiliated with a medical education institution for teaching and training purposes;
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• Previous researchers admit that employees tend to hide knowledge due to interper-
sonal conflicts and frustration. However, the role of frustration as a mediator between
interpersonal conflicts and knowledge hiding is newly illuminated through this study.
Similarly, the moderating effect of irritability on the relationship between relationship
problems and frustration is another addition to the literature;
• This study invites researchers to investigate the causes and consequences of knowledge
hiding in healthcare settings. To the best of our understanding, studies investigating
the bearings of knowledge hiding on patient outcomes and the learning of medical
students are scant;
• The study guides hospital administrators to focus on relationship problems in order
to reduce knowledge hiding. Ensuring a friendly and conducive environment will
improve the quality of relations at the workplace, which in return will reduce frustra-
tions and irritability in employees. As such friendly workplace relations will enhance
the knowledge sharing culture within the organization.
6.2. Limitations and Future Research
This research work has certain limitations, and we take these limitations as avenues
for future research. Firstly, our data do not represent the entire healthcare industry, as they
have been collected from a single teaching hospital. Keeping in view the homogeneity
of public sector teaching hospitals, we are optimistic about the generalizability of results
to other public sector teaching hospitals; however, the findings may not work for public
sector primary and secondary hospitals, private sector hospitals, and hospitals abroad.
Secondly, due to certain constraints, some important variables could not be included in
this model. For example, the literature indicates that culture, knowledge as power, lack
of trust, differences in language, and tolerance of mistakes have impacts on knowledge
hiding. However, these variables need to be considered for future research undertakings
and the representation of samples from other contexts, including private sector hospitals,
and primary and secondary hospitals. In future, studies will enhance the generalizability
of findings.
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